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REASONS FOR REQUESTING REVIEW 

Claims 16-18 and 20-26 are pending in the present application. In the Final Office Action 
mailed June 16, 2006, the Examiner rejected claims 16-18 and 20-26 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Brennan (U.S. Patent No. 2,149,268) in view of Van Cleave (U.S. Patent 
No. 3,890,870) or Mori (U.S. Patent No. 4,466,322). Applicant respectfully submits that there are 
clear errors in the Examiner's rejections. 

In the Final Office Action mailed June 16, 2006, the Examiner states: "Brennan 
discloses. . .non-linear levering rod 27, 28, 19c in fig. 8,. . .; bent portion slightly to the left of roller 
32 along the levering rod as shown in figure 8; levering rod is linear between the pivot portion and 
the bent portion as shown in figure 8; levering rod is linear between the force receiving portion and 
the bent portion as shown in figure 8; . . ." Applicant respectfully submits that there are a number of 
mistaken interpretations regarding Figure 8 of the Brennan patent. 

Apparently, after reviewing Page 2, left Col., lines 17-36, right Col, lines 29-40, and the 
relevant figures in the Brennan' s patent, we can find the roller 32 is not only coupled to the bent 
portion, but is formed by an overlap structure including a sustaining and a bent structure. This can 
be seen in Figure 8 of Brennan: 




The structure in Brennan has a serious drawback; that is, once an external force applied to the 
receiving portion 27 is too high and the handle is made of plastic material or the like, the broken 
point may be formed at the bent portion. This is in contrast to the claimed invention. In the claimed 
invention, as shown in Figure 2(a) of the present application, the roller 21 is not coupled to the bent 
portion D and there exists a linear and short rod between the bent portion D and the roller 21 . 

Furthermore, referring to paragraph [0025] of the present patent specification, the distance dl 
between the depressing-force exerting portion B and the pivot portion C is approximately 132.4mm 
and the distance d2 between the bent portion D and the pivot portion C is approximately 142.5 mm. 
Therefore, the length of the above linear and short rod is approximately equal to 10.1 mm when d2 
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minus dl. In other words, the strength of the sustaining force generated by the roller 21 and the 
depressing-force exerting portion B will be increased so as to allow the strength of the external force 
T to be more increased. The above inventive structure of the claimed invention clearly is not taught 
or suggested by Brennan, Cleave, Mori, or the combination thereof. 

Secondly, in the claimed invention the punching line is parallel to the non-linear rod. This 
can be seen by reference to Figure 2(a) of the present application. 
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In Brennan the punching line is NOT parallel to the non-linear rod, as shown in Fig. 3 of Brennan. 
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Similarly, in Cleave the punching line is NOT parallel to the non-linear rod, as shown in Figures 1 -2 
of Cleave. 
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Similarly, in Mori the punching line is NOT parallel to the non-linear rod, as shown in Figure 3 of 
Mori. 




tr\ pttj?t~ fad I'" 

a* 



Because of this structural difference, in the claimed invention the volume of the punching device is 
more compact than that disclosed in the cited references. The above inventive structure of the 
claimed invention clearly is not taught or suggested by Brennan, Cleave, Mori, or the combination 
thereof. 
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